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Abstract: Rapid, robust and cost-effective biological monitoring indicators are crucial for the assessment, protection,
management , and restoration of freshwater ecosystems. Traditional biomonitoring has focused on the presence/absence or abundance
of taxa of biological indicators, ignoring the complex relationships between organisms, and interactions between organisms and envi-
ronmental factors in aquatic ecosystems. These complex interactions profoundly influence biodiversity and ecosystem functioning, as
well as the system’s sensitivity to environmental changes. A biological co-occurrence network is a structure model of species interac-
tion at the community level. Based on the occurrence and abundance data of species in the community, the biological co-occurrence
network demonstrates the complex biological interactions between species, the basic structure of the community, as well as the
function and stability of the ecosystem. Biological co-occurrence networks provide an integrated vision of all the potential relation-
ships occurring between organisms in freshwater ecosystems. Topological metrics of biological co-occurrence networks may be associ-
ated with specific ecosystem states, reveal underlying organizational rules of an ecosystem, and can be used as an early indicator of
the functional response of the ecosystem. Thus, biological co-occurrence networks provide promising tools for evaluating the state

and stability of a freshwater ecosystem.
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BRGNS R B BE . DR R A S — 2 R EA AR A S R G M R TR

A 25 I 248 A 2 R G R D TR R TR AL S A DL A 5 A Rl R AR SRR g B R S T
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0 245 B AT S — ot R ELA W 9 LR W W AT T O T R 2R i 2R 2 R % i R R —Fh
A EAEH R F TR, 0] 43 R E TR R4 (rophic networks , tHFR &4 ) Al H. 2 % 2% ( mutualist networks ) .
SR, FERE I RUBE L, Wb ] AR B DL 22 0 75 Xk AR M EAE SRR 20 B T — > A= W 2L 3 R 2% ( biological
co-occurrence networks ) . A W 44 S REVE /K S TR E AR £ RS R S 3k ) b 0 TRE VR L R B R R
i, F T T 4 ) Ve A AE LA FH R A SEAC LA, S T B AR AR 2 R G R T RE NS P k.

TERX R &R, AT S BT RO A2 25 2R 50 Hh AR W A (8] A ) 28 8 ) A0 AR, DA B S A 1A F
FHR A2 SURRIZE A A 25 0 2. AR 5 B oA 28 38 B o 4 T AR A 5 ) S B AR AR B 266 - (1) Wi ¥4 e A= )
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TEAEAS R G rp, 23 (AR )L A7 6 R [ 40 b 3o 0 I3k 0135 S8 B A8 o A LB 2R, TR IR T SR 2
FHEAEF 2 MARA S Fh A AL S RG0SR BRI L B A 235 3h 5
xS HE A AP 0 T A 25 R SR TR A GO L A A AR T 43 B A AR F ( direct
interaction ) FIl4% A B/ ] (indirect interaction) . A= 4y (5] i 14 1 AH B AF 1 S 4 — AW R 6 B o 1) 4 b 2
IR T N 5 A A (1 T T 67 TS 0, 1T LM S 2K < T AR LA F ( positive interaction ) 17 A
HAEF (negative interaction) . X6 T A M 5, IEAH BV T R i T 25 10 AL W0 AR AR (5B PE
DAL AR AR A PR R A PR ) 72 1 T 6 A A P T B ol T X e i A R R 6 R SR 45 A
&R . W] ) TE A AR AR A B AL R AR R 2 R 75 06 R 1T LASE R LA R
A5 A LA 22 0 B R A P G 28 SR A 2 D 45 0 g i A AR P T LA B A A S
Wl 0 77 £ D S AR AR T, B0 R 008 (trophic cascade) (fBLSK 5% 4+ (apparent competition) 25!
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0 1) TE AR EL A ( positive interspecific interaction) 7E¥R K A 48 R8T V2 AT AE , S 445 =F B Fn it
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VELHIIE L B8R 3 F11 % Stachowica s SCOA A ik IR] AR 38, 28 0%t Ho b — 05 A A (B RO
U G ) PR AR A RGP I IE M AR BT 4y 3 AP . B A A (mutualism ) i A1) 3L A
((commensalism ) L4 K A2 HEFF ] (facilitation) ™. Sk 22 450 TE AR T A S 25 /0 42 (e e 3 b G 48 ¢ U1 o R
%, BVE SR D7 T A2 56 7 T R A 3 P P v B — AR A, 4 R PR AR T S R A L A BB
i ATANEN
L1 EEEA HEHERR AR, F-PRES AR E AR h 3R] X AR AR HIOC R AR Z Fh(E]
AL B 9 BR AR, SR =2 18] B RS =2 1) Al R A 2 TR S T i T A Y R A e
KF T AR R B WL IR KR4S ( Spongilla lacustris) g Fe P 3L S s SR AERE AT FIE 2 40 R
DASS AR 8 5 WA R A > A L A P 3 B A 0 SR — R L A S R IR, (5 A A A A i AR A
S (R IR — R A ) |, LASSH 0 A T R 7 A4 ) SRz i 7 T 1) B B A AT R A AE £ B
AN R 2 ], oI BT — T SR 4% (mutualist network ) . T B T b, o] 2 43E G 47 16 A 2 i
R, BROKAEZS RGE P A AR K BUAR)  EHG 2E W 4R 41 T4 B 2 0, SCHF T M E TR HEsh o) R i
SRRV M IR, B B G ME S b R ) 25 BRI A i R W = e A A . TR
T A1 A B ST I AR O B A BB o %) 4 1 T R R e S T ) DI 8 T A2 2. 497] 2 4 240 ) o 25 EL A %
P FE B, DTG A= WIS (0 LA A0 B AR A T 241
112 (A2 A (R A PN IR A i e — Pt — 05 A 26, TR 59— 07 B e m g 56 221 7 4 Al
AR, I NE B AR AR (HR 45 ) — 7 1 Ui k. 9 2 dse &l dnT 55 & ok AR B o R A 2
AT B 2 S (K AR A R R RN AR 4 IR S5 R A% (phoresy ) . A T £E X 4L 8
P& (carrier) ™ 1 AR IS4l BB AL T B4 O TR AT ML 2 , 388 I HC RS Bl , 3 fil AR I A 20 1) XU {0 ik e
“ERAR” RIS IR AR AT .
L13 RAERA AR VR HIE H = —Fh" B " (unidirectional ) £ HT , 78 WA= YA AR IB I, 204 —TJ5 32 45 {2
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Xt 55— R AT RN k2 A R AR AR T L A0 ok A 25 R G P Y 1 2 AR, R TR AR R DL 6
TAT A B AE SR T A AR R0 T HE B AR AT 2 A1 3 B AR AR O R A ) A R A
ifig .
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T 6] 64 S A ELA JH (negative interspecific interaction ) & 4875 MNP Fh YA ELAEHIvh , 22 /0% W0 ) — 5
AR B, R AL AR B AE I (predation ) |27 /= ( parasitism) i 3 3£/ (amensalism ) FF ] 52
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121 Al B R AE ], MoK A2 R G0 1Al £ 38 T ABR SRS P iy 2 B8 OB M K AT
O AU S H AR AL , - AT 63 Sk 5 3% 90 4% ) OBE A I 722 A I 7 B, DR £ A A 2 A 1
TS 0 AR B PR IR S 00 Ayt AT D2 T 9B 24850 BRF A A 0 ) SO, %o B 2B AR B 26 i ™ AR T [
PR 7 B A 2 s A 0 O 4 14 A S T R 0, 38 8 ( Salmo trutta) 380 33 4 TR AR 4
( Zelandopsyche ingens) TFENE T YRV PR DI 5™
122 % & SRR R, AP O VIR R A A R 2 AR T
S A A et 2 S A0 S AN B AR K DL B Sl A (BT B 42 g £ 287 R 4 2B R 25
B AR K. BN, AR A G- 68 ( Petromyzon marinus ) X1 ( Salvelinus namaycush ) WL F25 A 46 H 2>
SHOLHR KR A SURMARE, 3 7T A2 FHUS YRR N 4k Rk 17 D B ZpET ™ A Rk
AR A S RAT R B T AR, X e A A A A T — A e dE T
123 &3k fEMmE A, —Fh ARG 53— Fp = A3 A E R, B R GEX Ty, BA B A1 d e A
RS G A el A B KR R B R A B B ( Pseudomonas aeruginosa) g7 A Kk O A 2R M
H Al 0 A 2K P A
1.2.4 F el 35 %  FhiR)Se 4 ROFST A WRh ) SO ELAE 2 46 DI h sl B 2249 e e [R) 0] FE A TR) 9 B ™ 2
WITE4r. I LUR A 7R R —E SRR R 22 8], AT LUK A A8 AN [R) 78 R 90 0 A A 22 18] R ) 36 4 7 U R] 43R
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il I 1 35 4+ ( exploitative competition, EC) Ff1F #1435 4 (interference competition, 1C) M. 40, K&k &4
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Z R ZAR A R 4 ) 2 A
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BRSSPI T e R 5 22 1 R 245 2880 S LDl I B4 5 9 5 R AR 4 R A 2 b 2 R 4
PRI T ARG PRI RGBT 3h ™Y . — B R LS 28 979 (trophic level) 41K, #3242
BT YRR S RGP I E FRAESAL, B FRYN KON F R T YR 7 F R AL 2 E YO0 I i F
WRHL. WVPE T BN T RS RGN —E R, B FER AR THUE XY a2 5 (N FHDG) #8 CO, 44
A BRI R ALY G B AL T O ERYG BRI LU RS MR B B
Wy R SE RGN E BRSSO R S DU R . R E RS EEILE R
FEM A AR T B 4, RIS B MRS P AN 7 T, e A B PR N T 3 3 I 4 i E 4540 (958
FRPRILER ) W2 2, SRR L A AN (S0 O 1 38 5 19 4 v Wy R ) AH EL AR 100 S o, B 1 R 178 3R I 460K
- (KRG S ) TR ELSE RIS 2 e . ST IR A A e 0 P B 1 ik
BT AT BE ™ . TR A R GOK P RIBFGE b A 1] RE LSS LA 5 28 45 P9 BT 2 0 i £ 3 SR
KRER U T AEBRGKT I EFMBITRAT EEIE B &Y (heuristic ) . R, 5 37 P26 1 #4975 22
MNEL R R A SOk FP R S 5015 L (AN 3 B AR B/ E TG R IABURNE FR 20 55 ) , I TCBEJE — 1> 28 1 Rk
TN SCARAMER B 1 it P2
22 HHMEK

LR AL T A P A E] 5 A (mutualism)  GLFEAE )L R 4 AR — T 1O 4% L K
R T SR 450 T % 0 S AR F Ak (modular) A1 454 (nested pattern) . B Ak 20
SRR KRR BT LU ST T AR . RS540 U248 9 465 AR XS R AL W Ff (specialist) (1) 74 52
K PEARNHZ AL Fh ( generalist) FIEREAKAE A — AT LA RN BV B0 W2 o 1], B HRE A%
V) RO T2 e LB A T A R S A (O R A IS LU B e A e P S ) — A 42
WRKAESRG T W HM BRI, FEREE D T ORI Y R F O EREEN. Gl 72 —fi
W AE ISR AR, ¥ KR 275 Fh a2 FNTVF 2R Rl Gl AT Y R Y, 23R4S T ok LS
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B L AN [R] , A= 4y HE 0 0 26 2 R K P W b A A 25 Mg 80 3 2o 0 BV A1 B I T B i, 3 T 4l
I S 7 R TR P TRV B AR 250 , 2 e T TR 72 25 R S R T R R S5 R ERE " AN ol LA Il it 1A
LRI R A AR LA P T A S S A R P A 455 4 45 SR 2 (75 A A ) R A 6 4 T AL CIEAR G 6 2R, BISE ]
Hi B co-occurrence ) , 5 [IEAL (ARG Z , B IEHEST co-exclusion) , Bl 2 AR B FH ( 1T B2 A 4k )
B A EAE T, il AR R 1] (9 2 R A O 25 R ) 71 (BT 1) L ZERETE R | 3386 TE AH 6 A1
UM 36 ZR LRI T — AL . A 4 S0 0 205 14 20 T S A S (e Rt epu 26 ) 1k
BT A LA S AR A (PRS2 AR A 38 06 2, T RE R A 25 R Ge i HER A5 6 188 %, i
MR AE 7S R G R ZS IS RS T — AN A 4 W HE S A Wy e v L 0 00 £ F R 50 2 8 4 £
oK A5 2 GE PR IT  ALAE A S A

WA X R
e ffi L
e ! sfeEAE
! 0]
\\\\ : ////
\\\ i ///
Nt Dk W4k
Eo I mm ----------- HHEEA |+ RO
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Fig.1 Summary of ecological interactions between different species ( modified from Faust et al*" )
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F T HURE ) B3 e 73245 sl W e EAE 10 A 0 5 o S PR ARME AR B T IR R A S R Gk A R 4
NG A g (g SL B R 2 110100 3R DNA ( environmental DNA , eDNA ) 7% 25 JE i ( metabarcoding ) 4% A AJ 5 22
IR BT CanskAg 38 GURRAE) rh 42 I DNA SR FTE FI5 19093 eDNA vk B8 By (H) DNA 458
%) J1-38 32 v 18 = I ( high-throughput sequencing, X K “ F — 48”7 M FF B K “ next-generation” sequencing
technology ,NGS) 343 DNA ZTEADIT 41 , SR J5 LUXS 225 Wy A BaiE PE AR BORR B2 b AR W0 R JC sl 2 B85 A, E i
APSCEU F AR 22 A R R RLAD W O IR SRS eDNA A B AR R A IR K IR B A ) £
FEMER RGBS ] T MR S Y 2 BRSO 4. Gibson SERYBT S KW, S TIE
S IT LA T eDNA 2 A RS HA Y Mo 7 3 2 TR FUAT R — ek 7 il eDNA AR
AR B BB AR I K R O RE T OB 15 . 45 A PR B 800 7T T A el s 4 (1 2).

38 3 DU A5 B B B W] DL RAE R TR AU 3R I, 46 B 0 B — AT Rm — R B — B FROR — D Fh el 2
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Fig.2 Flow chart of constructing biological co-occurrence network based on eDNA metabarcoding technology

PR B A A AR R R S R AR S P AR R AR R 0 B NA(ZR k) FoRiZ R ek
IR AEZRE S BRI ). TR B A R TR 2 AR AL R L IR R 2 (1 R AR 2, T X L 5 VR I R0R K
JE AR R RS 2R A A 3 A AN T X Pearson &Y Spearman AH G BB 7 1, B 2R InEE T
22 50 [ R g 0 PR R Fy 7 300 33 ML i — S Ay e A B R 2% 1) P (BER 1)

31 ETHRENAZE

DL sl A ol RSl A sl e 300 0 245 g 7 B0 RS 1) 77 76 S (1 P P X A 57 B2 45 5, 4 Bray-Curtis 5 5k
Kullback-Leibler H4(. 3% F ek o  permutation test) PR AFLSEAMHUHY S35 M VA4 58 3500 X 20 T T
KR 2. Hb A b 22 F A 1) B AR BF 5T ( Flemish institute for biotechnology ) ) Faust SE£% & 241645, WNAH
KM BB (AN Spearman $850) AARIME (ANZE HAG B ) FAH 5 B (40 Kullback-Leibler $8%0) , & T — &£ 4
VR O T O TR L R DA A
3.2 ETFHEXMENFZE

X7 AE ARG R B (AN Pearson FRHHAH OC 28 BBl Spearman Bk AH 5C 52 40) e A6 I ) Fh 8 26 4y o 22 1]
B B A B, A T R A AN R R AR bR X S B 9 AR Ak, A g e ] A O R A AR AR
RIS VE P A, G5 R BOR P AT S B0 5 22 B R I R B R 4% %07 9k © R TR 5T
T AIWIE S5 A B R G R P I X BB SRR SE T I AE Y Z B BRI B T (A 5 36
BEAR L [ I 22 (R S AR AR B SR PR, U0 A B AE R O (B0 SR 6, IR R B (9 B
B 22 i) 23 7 A 2 (BURT 56 56 3R (spurious correlation ) , 552 e i) F 45 310 Fry 4L A e e b BEURR Y. Weiss
S0 DRI A ECSORR IR T 8 AT M SCMETT i B PE B, IF P4l T 45 Fh 07 8k X 405 5 R 74 L K
A — ZR G A AR ()T 515G R IBE ST AT TAEE T &R ik M REACE- FUR IR, JF 05 T Wit 23X 8
05 ¥R R BB F0 0 A DR 1) S B I RO, 2507 Ay e 3O 0 4 22 i 3 I il HL 2 DL Py A 435 .

3.3 EFmEAMTA &

BLT AR SRR 9 23 BT 77 Bk T SR 5 AT, i A i L I I 288 Je o T 7 vk (BRI IRIETE T B AT R
RTINS DI B 8 (A0 Bray-Curtis $5 401 Pearson F40) Z [ 1Y R , A % IEGX 26 0C R 2 & S A AR
TERTRER. DR, S 7 1 AT B 4 PBUR AR CHE ™. Al 22 00 M1 S AT A, B A 2 o
JUIY 2 BE U Ay o o AR B, 4 BT LA 4SS SR s i BE AR R i R E i, AE £ ot MIARERL A~ 42 T
{19 2BV S WA 2 2K BT AR B A PSR B AR MR 7 SRy i TR BB AT, (L [T U 45 R 9 5 ST e L 3
176 PRI AR RE. 4N, 38 4 22 70 WA 347 B0 A5 30 ) 72 422 (links ) 7T BRI AN ARRAFAEAT A LB W27 QK. LAk,
SRR bl T RRE RO B2, 2 5 B BE AU (overfitting ) (9 [R) R, ik B2 0L 267 A 8 728k f) 250 s
TWBE, I EAR PRt 2 A N 38 . m] A 33 75 55 191 U (sparse regression ) #1328 X 4631 ( cross-validation )
SEAGIE S BRI ER, ST WA 07k C 1 A R AR B 4. 4N, van den Bergh 25 ]2
BT [ U R RO RTE T 40 )L RGP A BT P R LA A 6 TH 36 =2 ) g I 2 [l A Y 5 B e
TREMSSS SR M VE R (E ., JFE 2R gt T RIS M TR 5E , OF o0 nIARYE R 8 19 40 I il ok R IE e 4%
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SR, R Z BT 1 A 5 32 B AR (SRR S B ) i 8 Sy i oy A2 ok A R A . 85 TR 2 1
FEAAE W) AR B Z B 53X — s BOESE E.
3.4 HEREIER

WA R ( probabilistic graphical models, PGMs ) J&— 25 FI R AR 203 35 ik TALFAH OCOC R AR AL, 1)
R MR r B KO 45 4 1 FEARL, )P ARE 338 A 5080 6 A 5 v A Sl s 1 R T 75 22, PGMEs
43 M FARE 210 1 (BT SR A BEAS B 22 PR AR 2. PGMs 7ETE 5 12t IS5 R AL ). T A9 491> 19 45 (node)
HROCHE T —BENLAZ 1 &1 321 (edge ) JUIBY F T 4 A5 X 26 BEAL AR B2 (] A9 OC &R de % P Al PGMs 4
F5 DL ) 2% ( Bayesian network ) #1155 /R 1] Feffi 137 ( Markov random field, MRFs). W3 A9 £ % X 7L T %
FHANTRI S ALY [ Sk e kA8 it 22 [A] Y DG 2R« DL 30T I 26 2R FI A 1] JCFR 18] ( directed acyclic graph) SR &3K PR 56
# , MRFs WK HI 6 6 P&l (undirected graph ) 23728 k] i A EL AR

U307 0 245 S 00 26 A 10) O A X B M 3 00 A1 R AT 0 ik R B, el AR R AL R 8 1) 5 s (ALY s 7
5 L) FRIE HE X AT SO T (Y AT SR )0 ) AR AT SRR I U R T R B
Sk B, DT S5 43 72— A R 2R A1 A5 0 A G R0 B, B A0 1 i RSB e R kL g
IS MER SR EARAE AR S AT IR PRI 2 R SRR, AR R — A (F WA R —F
PR 8 B R AT I R AR AN R 5 A SS9 5 B, B A—B, Ry 23 8] 7Y
FESERPE (RIRUE) A% P(B | A) KRR, 45 G oA—ADBA i AN RUX X, o X I DTS 26
DUHEIER A MR A5 A R AR MR OB SRR A AR, M- P(X) = TTP(X, | Parg(X;)). HrfParg(X,) %R
R X BT R, PAX, | Parg(X,)) 278 R i s X, 5 HACH SR 0 A%, DL 2 Oy ik oA
RIS HE A Tt 242800, Bk, Wi 2wl F T HEWr I S 2 R R SC R Bh AR E
A DL I 307 9 208 97 AN B G R SR OC R  Hvd, DL IS0 90 4% AT L A 56 T4 A5 DM TG R A SR B0 SR AT
ARSI S = D IS O 2% T [R5 A 28 R A A B AT AR, U0, Neto S5IR A T 1 2 8 R AS BI85
i 7 R DL ST 98T, BB DL S 0 10— 35 BR800 H B A I 13
BARXPTR , BE 2 e i35, T A 28 50 K. ROt 78 DUt 37 90 25 % 22 41 22 800 1) R 2 800
F B2 X 25 e ) v SRR Y 2 28R i, S 7 IO 45 ) 2 e T R A B AR SR i 78 o 0

MRFs >R JH JC 18] 7 R B MO (A AE— AN AEAE ) Hidfs vh RO SCH) oA 4R T8 B 10 05 5L, Rl R )

Pl ] ) I AR EAR . MRFs 55— (Cy)) BB IR RE R 15 2 SO o 1 B. 1D -
p(VsaB) o exp( Yoy + 3 By y) (1)

Ao, Y AR, o PRI MR i B FEXT 3 15 P4 JIE A 0 b )17 76 RS A7 AE R 10 ST k. B, Iy
Fo— X Wt (0 F0 ) ) B S B2 A 8 N I AT P R B A CE AN A Y DTRR AR E . AR I — 37 i 3RA5 Y
WL B (FEAE— AR AR ) |, 0T LU R ISR TR AT S48 o F1 B WER P AN K AT RE— ik Hh
W, ENTRAREAE ISR B (240 B) # WSl 2, W R PR S A n] RE—2 i 3, E AT TR AR AR R B (2
BB RIEME . AL, BT #3882 80 B LU R 2 1 25 P R 2017 4 Drton Fl
Maathuis % 7 i) — s £ SO A TS 28 1 DU M7 45 il MRF's 550 A bR
3.5 WMABBEREEFTEBRENNEESTTE

WK RGP AR OUHIZ WY ) AR AFTER, H A Y REVE 4500 (8 A0 5 PR B 25 UIAR G,
AR NGS 5 A5 20 i) ) F s S W A s 2 240 s, B A= W BOR AR ELAOME 1, AR 58 2T X 26
B S R 2 PP B ARDOE = B2 RN AR A X = BE A5 B, F A i i P A0 A A8 BB JBE e SRR 22 St B A
KTk (A Pearson FH5E F K0 A X 2B BEAT W 284 SN 7 AR AN B B B IR AV SR, i, TR
TVFZH I RTR AR o 100 2 4 S A HE A 1
3.5.1 A A KB A B W 2 1T 5 4 11 38 BT (sparse inverse covariance estimation for ecological association
and statistical inference, SPIEC-EASI) SPIEC-EASI Z—F{ M 16S tRNA 3% 71 73 55 42 4 W ik A o A 25
P24 1) 87 TR SPTEC-EAST K Ay 24 A 73 M T A Ui 7 46 15 PR AL AR A8 S PRAE 2R AR 45 4, TR AE R ik
TRRE 2 0 1 25 S 9 4 S 14, 050 T I 408 8 396 by Jy 25 e R BRI A 461 H 7, SPIEC-EASI



1772 J. Lake Sci.(#:aF3) ,2022,34(6)

BT 0T 16S 4B REE T , FIRES F 5 ITS (188, 3k 3 28 11 B 4 24 S 5 1 43 AT
3.5.2 4 4 ¥ I B9 # B A % 4 #r (sparse correlations for compositional data, SparCC) X TR HHE F A4E Y Ad
HAE BT B 2R 43 B AR DG 3 AT 2 — i UL 7 i (ER X b 43 BT 1] B 2 7 AR 5 LS DA
T REABOCFR , JE PR T e AR A 1 A e = 3 iR PR = 8 S5 AR e 24 X k. BV 22 R 98 1 i b 2 4 300
MIRIZURREE R B R R, I HF R T SparCC J5 1%, B RRAEH 41 43 Bdla #E AT Aitchison XPEC 0 , T 540G
[y 2k Pearson HISCIARFIMI R BT . SparCC J— Pl A 7 K48 15 AE (BT 81 750 , 7T L Hi i 49y ol o 5
PR 2Z [R]RAE OGP , LA B RS g g ol i DRI Th REAH VR 945 20, Bell 21 ] SparCC FLI M iR T 3%
T8/NER¥E ( Chlorella vulgaris ) FVER BB ( Pseudomonas sp. ) T8 (JH T4 7= B A W MARHY ) B8 Rt 3% b iy 4
BUGEAR LS R Pk By, o 50 O i Ak 3 2 0 ALK o LY 0. 3 T — A
AR/ EA RS O KA DR st R, (8 Oh 3B 0 12 45 PT e <3 ™ E S M 45
3.5.3 F 3 B 4 3% ( co-occurence network, CoNet)  CoNet 43 [f] i 144, Pearson I Spearman #H 5 ¥ DA &
Kullback-Leibler 1 Bray-Curtis A5t 0E8E. SR)5 , G HRE 197 B8 4 Do ras Rk T 697, 4 28— 5 —
(AR S BN P A8, B 1E PR , 75 50 A0 45 58 F T A 2R LB 4 . 53 41, CoNet {2 Cytoscape 4 1F Fi
1, LG5 T LU T4 AE Cytoscape FVAl WAL BR, 4k T4 fEid /™.
3.5.4 3T B B B AL W 7 2 89 0F U 4k ] 77 3% (regularized estimation of the basis covariance based on
compositional data, REBACCA) REBACCA ZiT4E0 FUBOHT AY— 7 ik | il i SRR A Ak 14 28 2 10 i i ik ok
PO B A B BT 7, REBACCA it 3450 H 491 55 1) 368 5 B 9 00 Ay 85 g 2 1l 1) 4
3.5.5 £ F & &4 &M AE 8 M < 3 B 7 3= (correlation inference for compositional data through Lasso,
CCLasso)  CCLasso J&t 53—l M ZH OEcHe WA DG E RO 77 851 CCLasso 6 J50A 41 43 K504 HE AT 36 5 e 28
o) A €1 3150 0D 36k (R Lasso ) 38 o W5 A8 A8 0 ke #E Wi A6 49 22 (8] A AH DG PE. €1 1B U] b &
FHT B 11 PR OIS e i sl i 2 1 T S B i B UL
3.5.6 4F £ A W % 447 # 18 (molecular ecological network analysis pipeline, MENAP) MENAP & —Ffh3LT
BEHLA T (random matrix theory, RMT) 7715 , 5 76 fif phe B i i 26 1m0 A0 2207 1k ) sl ) 1 fi O
PRI B b SCABFEAERE. B 5 R AR T AE R A 1 T 1) 2% 151 F A5 3 A 2602 F 3 U, X e s BT AR
SR KR, DT AT DA He NGS I B 59 LA B L 1) 2.
3.5.7 1% % ¥ 48 B 1€ F 7 (microbial interaction, MInt)  MInt J&—Fh Z JTIAMA IE A2 EAE A | 38 17 4551 Poisson
JZ IR A B0 AR £, IR R €1 153 4 3K 22 T8 1E A2 v B 00 SO R AR T DR T A S R R 2 1
BB T E 3 BT A A

SN T BEUE T A YL AL 1 T K B A AR AR AR ) 2 (B L R AR S R B 2 (]
FRAH ELAE T 5 T A B RV 7, (Bt A G P B A R R B (R 1, I 3) . T S o AR DG 11
O3B 05 1 T B G AT, 2 M T A A S I T 2 e IO ik, {ELJR RV AE T B 0] L R i T 1l X DG B S (i
Bray-Curtis $5 44 Pearson RE0) Z MY IR , A 5 JEX L 5C R 2 B WM & T 2, 45 5 7 A6 (R AH
etk FET AN LR A5 A A DG I PR A5 B, MR R R R DG 9 TR R, B R 2 500 T Iml A 109 5 12 5 B0
BRI (BURAEZE AN ) B S i B8 e A A . 8 FITRIE S X 2 IR Rt 2 ) 2 AR X B 2 I, 33— jR
ACHMESTIN. DU 30 I 2% T HEWT PSR OC R OIF B G e 0 R AT AR B0 AR 15 B, 3 A KRR A B AR
MRFs fR3d & ML (FFAE—ANAFAE ) B vh 3R A S R EL A P 5tk BE (4 45 8., IR I Joe /s R [ 174 TR 2 A
HAE AT R A R R . R, RO 35 38 6 75 AR BT 43 A 50908 1 e R R AE (U 2 v s i
&) B TA.

4 4 LI 4% LR A FHE

SRR S AT LU 0T LAKAE PR b HL S A AR AT AR BRI 44 H Y A (nodes ) Al
e (links ) AR 194, RV 28 AR S5 A (9 00 G ARRYI PR it Jm BE 26 1T R SR DI RERE. 1Y ik n]
DIRF At MR PR B AR B 34z | B 2 IR 340, 3l o G Vo BT T s T R R B R G R
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Fig.3 Flow chart of biological co-occurrence network construction( modified from Faust et al'*'")

AR AT A FH 6 2853 SR TE AR S FE HE A0 BRI G4 L b — B AT P A 46 4397 T, 4 Cytoscape ™™
% Gephi "™ 45k A= 4y 3 190 245 HE AT T R4k , 0 1o S [] ) 0 o SR BP0 36 B I 245 1) 45 M R 2. 5 dn ) 4
ZEATE(HIY ) RO PG BRI, SR HE T 4% R S OT I 283 SRR DL A B RINE . 55—
AR U2 ARSI 45 A1 G U s BRI T A S R G RS S 2 e B

4.1 EFRERTEMIBIR

4.1.1 FHEH B (degree) SEFERE—TT (B4 20 ) MHARH GEHE) 4. P39 %L (average degree)
AR L b A T 4 v R

412 FEE  HHE (connectance ) S48 45 H B SCE0 A HEE R S5 W TR R B 2 AT 1) HL R AR T
I BUZR IR, W28 5 2P — AN FEFR™ .

4.1.3 REZH RBAEZRB(clustering coefficient) SLFRAL 36 M ( transitivity ) , 48 — A4~ 5 A9 4B & (FX AN
U FERE R ) ] A A 55 408 e A ] R A A 1) i RO 00 1 LU, K SR B — A1 A A 208 it 22 1)
IR Y R R SRt T I TR B . T s R R BB R F 0~ 1 2200, A SR BT AT B SRS P 2
TELEIAREE , U 15 S S A 408 s s A e WU g 01150 BRI ZR MM be o, U0 FH 4 455 114 SR S 88 3
. P RIS REE MG T ITE 1T R R R BT ME, Watts 35 & LB 85 TR R LG M 45 B 1
Heghifhyt >,

414 mE AT AT (node degree distribution ) JE48 ¥ 45 H AN 2 B BORE 19 534 , 7E BEAL I
gerp HAM IR MIAAR 23 A5 L SR, %o TR 22 B2 0 I 4 (AN TEAR JBE R 2% ), P e AR 4 A1 ok i 3R 138 4>
AL MR T 4 A P, P T T 4 O R P (robustness ) .

4.1.5 e R (module) B8 HA B EERM —H H, 5 HABHAN T A Emm™ . ESMES L
B SR RE RN R G S B R SENE T TR B I AT BB (modularity ) SR A E— D 2R RETS F1 R
Ho RIS AR 5% Newman 2801 (07 1 060 [0 2% (R A6 5 PE (L E AT 158, — JBOBC(E e 0~ 1 22 0], 24
BT 0.4 F, TUIA K 9 4 A B R &5 4. BLAE & IULT A 40T B 25 25 R 48 A i B e f
4.1.6 FHEEBEKERNEER THRITHAZKE (average shortest path length, AL) Jy o4 i 45 45
XTI R A R ES  H Y SR BB 1R A — A B S — A A D I e NECH  Hed
A7 1 2 B e R BE B R ) 45 FL 44 (network diameter) , -35) 05 4 45 A28 1 8 R 090 £6% T4 W FH A 45 P 2% 1Y)
g rERE R R
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4.1.7 W E WL RE (network density ) J& P44 SEBRAFTE B930S AT AN ih 8 E IR By L. Rtk ,
RPN 0~ 1 (LU, R PR S T I8 4y i 22 (B I R R B, T 4% 285 R, SR I 4% 1 i =22 [l
) Rl b
4.2 BT T RIKITMIER

A B S A R 38 b (A0 A %L betweenness | JE degree | 3 Fll & closeness 5 45 fiF [a] & P .0
eigenvector centrality , B H M ) A PPAN 1Y 00 T ZEME AU AS [F] 7 18D, I FT FY O Re ff g  3R DG B 40 2R T 1 DG BT
1 (keystone nodes) "'
421 FdG e B (degree centrality ) Sz 6 25 H A AN 5 0 14 % 452 R, Bl 5 BT R S
B XTI b 2 — AR
4.2.2 pEd o B (betweenness centrality ) 55— 19 £ B ok 95 A5 A4 R ST B AR AR R, SR T 1%
ST RBRE ST A AR b A R PR SR TE G, DR, — e S (IR A 4 SRR T R
EREE D A EEMNAE. BA S BT O R 4 2 oD R IR A AR B 2 ) 2L 52 54 32 i AE A R P S =2
FEBER D AR T B A IR S B A R AR T A — R 4 rp R R B R K B A B
P, I FT DA A IS R AR X 4 S5 4 14 SR . SRR AT RE R AR T R L5 ) ) Y 0L, R TR e A R
450, i E S R G IR BA EEAE A
423 FEEEOE BEE O closeness centrality ) W F27 I B 5 5 R 2% v BT LA T A5 A AH X R
B0 PR A Y I R R A A 5. S (closeness ) A0 85 T 4 BT A 15 5 A B B 1 1O
4.2.4 FAE M E O FRAE A O (eigenvector centrality ) SR B U0H I 45 52w ) — RO 2 BT E
FHOME IR (719 e, R AT 5020 8 Va 1 2 LU 8719 a5 43 BT I 0 5020 B0, A0 A TR ) 2 i A 3
G 3. R [ B A o R A SR 2 AR AN Y M
4.2.5 BN EREE FoAE S B B E TR A BT AR B T P S SRR, RIS P i
B (within-module connectivity, Zi) FI#5 3R [E] 1% 18 & (among-module connectivity, Pi) , Hiv Zi #ji—AN 17 S 78
e v 5 AT 0 TR (R R W AR b VR TR, Pi Ml — A0 i S 5 A S R,
A1 % 25 7 I ARG A e G R s AT L AR Zi R PIRYEL TR Ay 4 RR R (S (1) B
(module hubs) , ZEREH P HA w57 2630 B2 19719 550, Zi>2.5 L Pi<0.62; (2) #4519 55 ( connectors ) , 7E PR
Z[H] B Y 8, Zi<2.5 H Pi>0.62; (3) P45 L s (network hubs ), 7E %A B 25 b B 15 1% 58 i
5 6, Zi>2.5 H Pi>0.62; (4) S ETT R, FERLHL P AR RIS P 2 6] S48 BAG w8 3l B Y 5 6, Zi<2.5 H Pi<
0.62" . e WAL B 45t by AR Zi A0 P3P OCHETY 5, e SRR T SRR R RS A
FRUE Y FH A A
4.2.6 KA AWM IR TCAREE (scale-free) (1, BRI 45 i (18 CEE 4075 5 A D RGE SR AUE LAY
AR TR JEE A RO SUPR2Z R SEBEYY A (keystone nodes) ' £y L JLAS PR bR R HLALES bR
(Zi 1 PiE) W LA 2 SE IR 45 1 S HE 5 5. Steele 0K CHETT 115 G T (keystone species ) 14 25 HE &
VNP S
4.3 MLEMER

BT RALE AL R 1) 31 AR S T 25 A B A /N B (small world ) | JE7 B AL (modular ) 45 FE A
FRAE T S R T B 25 R G R A A T B R A T
431 MER VP2 Mg BA/NMERAT I, B35 BEHLVERR YT m 2 ) (1 B8 B B 515 s X BUR [
BB, [t 2 A0 AP SR R L AT 75 =2, /DM AL ) 4% v A R S BT i) I AN T4 R 228
A AT e A TR SR T /N AR A BT 2R G P A R AR B 22 1 A A
R GETT LUK PR AR A D DR . 53— 5 T, /N SR 2 A B AR 2l L o 30 K A P 2%, DA T I8 1Y)
LU E I A
432 RAFE QRPN SR EE kR JCAREE MR p (k) ~ k7 FE oy SRR, MR 4 R 0 AT B Y
2460 ORI I 4% Y 32 SR O R B 4 R A T G A S VR e B A R L ER
SR 5 A R
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4.3.3 B B RVFZ RBR R RGER A AR, FEAE 252 B mT LU — 2, B AT 2 18 A
PEFAEREL R 5 A B b g AR T FAR /N7 A SR T AR PT B S T A 5 S R e A B
IREIR R 22 SRR PR/ B DI ORI R G R RS B B LA A L 2 T i S L [ 30 A 1 56
BT ™ VR S A B 2 AL ) R NS , R B 465 T LA 53 25 T REHR (2, ] — A2
Py 50 ) S S TS TRV RS BR T 1745 A 2 IR PR A VBB IA 1 4 2 A S AR T BB AR 4
N7 A AR A DRI 9 45 B A B T AR IR AR (X A RGeS ™

5 &Y H I M Z I ERSHAIEDRKES R R REITM ISR

TEHEATLEZS RGORAS TP I, I N B S e L2 B, L 5544 AN D RB 45 22 07 TR e PP M #5 b B9E b AH Y
TEM AR T LT JLANER (1) RT3 100, RIVAE B2 5 A 25 B G i IR 5 (2) VAl 7 b A , £ )
— B A T B KR F SOV A 4T 5 (3) AT, BIPA 4% 5 Tl AR IS of, S TG AR T
BEREAE AU X S5 5 (4) X PRI 5 (b B SURE A S 5 () VPG 25 S 0 T8 S B sk )L 1B 520
PR A 25 2 G A W W DT A 7 i 0 e T 55 S B S A8 (T 75 2 WL A 5, i PRI, LA 3 132
FHI. Bl eDNA % SRR AR A W7 52 36 I AR A2 R 9, 7 7 6 Dbt R eDNA. S5 by 2 3t
TR (P 2) . 4307 190 26 FIRRE g e 2 T R i) (A8 Ak, T LRSI B8 24 25 SR e Th e R 55 i 2 771
AP I7 B AR T4 5 A S B R A AR S S T W S Y TR, R A Bt R R T
AT 5 5 A A S E L 46 o LA B0 558 D9 1 S5 0 L S VS L AR 6 2R A W M B 0 4% ) 47
SRR SRAE T 5 A R TE S5 KA DGO AE B, 1T TR BEVE 4 13 SR I BRI 5 0 R ) L
Syt A R 2 B NS R S RO R S R ST R AN SR R A s R T ARk
IAIIFRT — B IIBFFE , WA P REE B0 b T A A S B R 2% | LUPR R I 44 235 W A (n 42 8 oo S
B AR RGN AR IR LA PR S (] A 2 R G . R e TT LA B A 3
I L4 AH NG B0 — e R S I K AR 75 2R et FE A TR 45 4
5.1 [k 8 iR

BFFEF W], A 3L B0 I 4% H N5 R £ 78 A £ S A 25 R B R D BB AR 2 1 1 L % 4 e i 1R
T4 R VAR, VT RE DL A 25 R goiRasE L filhn , Zappelini 45 R B, Ak S B0 LR TS Yol B
RAR - SR M I 2% 11 52 2P ™. Lupatini S5t % 30 4 b FH X 0 £ 1) 32 42 0 o0 4 2 o A i
TEVR KA 25 BT, N S 5 PO 4% 032 12 B AR AR % (i 50 0 1 32 422 19 L A0 ARG 5" AL 450 2L
M I I 245 1 43T 2 B0, T 7 35 T4 e %o I 46 14 5 i M A S 7 2 S B S R B L 23
BTG 2 R I, Y FRE 52 B AR I, A IR 6 45 11 52 2 ME 2 B AR, TR, PR3 45 5 e P 1 4 4 I 5
BHOTHE R R K A 25 2R G5 (B (0 W LE DTN 5 .

5.2 kg

P S 2% ply 22 SR I B2, M 1 O B B A L T R el 4 4y v A Ak R L R
Bl e A 25 2R G B T BEARAE , TR 8 B T R A A2 W T A2 2 R £ P B B R O B R LB A
ASBIAMAE DI R — B A A P I £ R 43 R 22 AR B T DL AR R I AR () S R AR [ 3 s 40 )
101, Zhao 25X B SUIRIX. 6 AN WITH VT AN B AR 9 OB SE POl B 26 23R J LA AR [ — it o
(1 2 T 12 02 5, LA AL A 25000, LRI A7 5 — T AR AR ST 78 R B0, 7R [] fr BB DR -5 0 S [] e
Abdullah %5 % B, 38T /K 735 Y 24 TR A W0 B0 R0 46 45 H O R Ak, AR T 1E 3 7K A, 00 248 A e P 4 5
Z R Ford 25401 % IR, WP £ L I I 245 Bl A0 B 25 PO RREVE X W A4 26 25 T O s UL X
BT P T K HE O RIFSE b % B0, W A i 1 72 A 3R B S ) T 7K A ol 260 50 A% 07 1 A g e 0 4% 1 A e
P, 7R RURSEER 6 107 T 1 7K A A 0 B S T B30 , 2 W 1 9/ A A T 7T S B S T, B3 S Il A 25t
TS T 7K P SR O T2 B A A A B 2k O SRAFSE A, B0 0 4 A 0 1A B B 55 25 A
S e LIPS O A g s o o 5 0 00 % i1 4 4 B ARG L ORI T O S 2R M BRI AT
PER BRI R B AT A S K A 25 R S A R Y TE A A
5.3 X@EH &S

O 24 25 4 P B S G T BRAR R T X A 25 R G B AT T LA FH B0 S il (keystone species ) , A 3@ 1 A=
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WAL 4 0 RO PR BT RS P S R (Zi )RR ) 4 i (Pi) e FLHEATHEME ™. A0, Ford 256 4 1f)
FE PO VEEARTAE T KR 7 58 0 B 46 ) S P S 0 S R A R ™ Yang %5454 Zi
PifH,#E T 4 THEISEE (MR Pseudomonas . Z 37 50U TH J& Stenotrophobacter W3 [C 1 J& Bosea 1
H 225 B J& Hyphomicrobium ) #1 5 A4S B A% 5 28 25 BF (B MU 3 J& Monodus | VU 5% ¥ J& Tetradesmus | Wi} 3 J&
Scenedesmus , %51 J& Monoraphidium FXUJE # )8 Amphora ) J& 48 F5 38 117 ] 37 AL H 30 50 00 26 5 P 1 5 e
Wy RR R RO AR T L AR A PR 1 K R N G S B U M T 9 HL Liu SR
RIS gy e PR A W AR R AR DG PR, SR Sl R AR e SR I R 45 T T RR R A T P
PRI BRFT R, SRR (5 50 LB 45 S SR AL 1 g S, BB BRI S Aoy UM 45 S5 R A R K
g 200207 S g 0 DR A A R W i R0 20 5 S R Rl LS G A R DAY A R s
BRI K AR R, A B R4 P RE RS 1 S R ) SR R VR IR K AR S R S
TR FERVELETPANFE bR, BIAN , EAZRAE 4 3 I IR 465 v SCHH 0y A (80 A T = 88 25 B ST 7K AR 75 QR R B 19 T v
T [, T3 S SRR A T A S K FOIRAS W RS T A g A ™

25 LR AR 2 52 2 PE R AR B ( QNP4 BE B G HE B A 45 3 B 55 ) ARG S A (1) DG B9 SR A8 A
(O PESEER Zi F0 PiAE) LSS I 28 A8 Bt 2 A0AT e MR K A= B R GUIRAS I G s F5 5 (8 4)

[ 25 S5 S8 ffRE XIS R G RE R A R H
REEYIFI Y A
BaS A S et 2 C
,,-,[ SN }_.[ SR }_> BB sLr Al S50 |
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BT EMERE | | it o
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AEVE ] \dgasi 00ERRGE | | R, Wik
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R o AR [ ’*ﬁ““ My Bt
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Fig.4 Some topological metrics of biological co-occurrence networks could be used as

indicators of the state and stability of freshwater ecosystem
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PSR FH A 30 000 2% 1 AT IR K A 75 ZR G 0 T AN T B AR R A N F 5L, (R LT eDNA 2 4408
TS AT 0 245 5 W A 5 2 25 R GRRZS TN I RE A IBE R AT Ak T G B 200910 — e e e [ B R 7
T LI R R A T

26, eDNA ZZ 5T H AR W R A e AL ARG AL. EZLRIAE (1) eDNA SRAE R BUT L Ee= 58— 1hn
o AR 5] 7 1 3R A5 B IR E 45 S 2 A1 BEA T FE "L AR, 76 eDNA R i SR 4 A B 75 v i R e
Go IR BT 5 Y AR 5 2[RI 2E S5 Y. SR B RO AR i A 8 i 0 (R R AE R AR) UPRIEAR & R P b o A
AT pE . (2) @B IR sess. BT TR AR MR B 9 DNA Z0JER% IX 38 32 2 A% 3L 4 1 16S tDNA
FEAL T B AR RIS ZEEER) DNA ST X 25 AR K. Ban , F T B A% PR e 4 ) e 5 A 3 R
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NA S (A 48 0 (3 b (Cyeb) SR T 3R A 2 (9 (2 4 128 xDNA™™ [yt B P COI 3%
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PR TR IS A COT D" 4. IR [)3E 15 |40 3 38 200 23 LK X I 550 P g 0 o 7 2 3 25
B, PR HCRIF S 35 5 X W £ 7Kk 28 95 v g o 2L B0 T T A% , P36 365 B 00 8 D 5 0 L TR [l 40 2 7
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A7 TSI , RS RIS ARt it (00 FE VR AR 22 . (4) 35k eDNA A 1400 = J6F s 24 W ik A o G . AR
SRILELFW] eDNA 7EEAGHIR 77615 75 )5 T4 A 20, (L P eDNA K £ 3400 b = 38 sl ik (LG R
R 1 Ak TR A0 B BE 30 U0 BT AT eDNA ¥R 3555 0l =2 7 22 W) 56 2% 0 4 AT -3 1 ) 7 i

FCUR, B SCIRTEA 28T R A 0 1 300 100 28 4 2 90 7 1, 35K 86 5 A T 2 90 22 I L) % 2B ) 45 37
58 2 W) B R A T LA R s 0 B4 A Il 31 PR LA B Jm B O 2 308 o 7 AR 20 BT
PRI FEAE (AL B MESS ) B BB 1400 T SEE e, O R TS Z Mgy i T4
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